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The move to retail electric competition
in states across the country will be
accompanied by the review and revision
of many existing public policies and
regulatory approaches associated with
our 100-year old system of regulating
electric service to all homes and busi-
nesses. This Blueprint for Consumer
Protection has explored many issues
associated with consumer protection

and universal service.  States that have
already adopted retail electric competi-
tion legislation have provided excellent
models.  They have recognized that
consumer protections are vital to political
acceptance of electricity competition.
As one commissioner stated at a recent
National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners meeting, �The safest job in
my commission is the consumer com-
plaint specialist!�

CONCLUSION
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